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ABSTRACT
Title: Responses to tasks involving make/do collocations by Turkic
beginning learners of English 
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Thesis Chairperson: Linda Laube, Bilkent University^ MA TEFL Program
Thesis Committee Members: Dr. Dan J. Tannacito, Dr. Ruth A. Yontz,
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program
Although vocabulary acquisition plays an irreplaceable role among the 
aspects of the language teaching and learning process, it is a relatively 
neglected area of second language. Such an unjustifiable lack of attention 
on vocabulary acquisition is especially noticeable in the teaching and 
learning collocations. There is also little existing research in this 
field. For this study, collocations are habitual co-occurrence of individ­
ual linguistic items with the following distinct features: (a) linguistic
predictability to a greater or lesser extent, and (b) relative fixedness 
and nonidiomaticity. This descriptive study focused on difficulties that 
students from a Turkic language background (Azeri and Turkish) encounter in 
comprehending collocations. This research work limited itself by investi­
gating only make and dp collocations.
A total of thirty-six beginning proficiency level Turkic (Azeri and 
Turkish) students from METU (Middle East Technical University) were given 
tasks intended to elicit data for studying the following research ques- 
t ions:
1. What collocations with the verbs dp and make do the beginning 
level proficiency learners of English with Turkic language background know?
2. What collocations with the verbs make and dp are comprehended 
most frequently?
3. What errors might be explained by native language transfer?
The results suggested that the students had a high level of compre­
hension of V + N model which is usually expressed by to make somebody, to 
make something, to make somebody something, to make up something, to do 
something, etc..
The analysis of the data enabled me to describe those collocations 
that are comprehended with errors. The collocations that were comprehended 
with errors were mainly:
1. Collocations that are used with preposition (e.g. You must do out 
your desk drawer. We shall make away with our enemies).
2. Collocations that are mainly used in colloquial speech (e.g.
These shoes are done for).
3. Collocations exemplified by a high level of restrictedness (e.g. 
They made up with the quarrel at last).
At the last stage of the study the researcher attempted to analyze 
the errors that could be explained by the LI transfer. The evidence 
suggested that the interference errors made by the subjects were mainly the 
result of semantic structures of collocations.
IV
BILKENT UNIVERSITY
INSTITUTE OF ECONOMICS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
MA THESIS EXAMINATION RESULT FORM
August 31, 1993
The examining committee appointed by the 
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences for the 
thesis examination of the MA TEFL student
Javanshir Shibliyev
has read the thesis of the student.
The committee has decided that the thesis 
of the student is satisfactory.
Thesis Title
Thesis Advisor
Committee Members;
Responses to tasks involving make/do 
collocations by Turkic beginning 
learners of English
Dr. Linda Laube
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program 
Dr, Dan J. Tannacito
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program 
Dr. Ruth A. Yontz
Bilkent University', MA TEFL Program
We certify that we have read this thesis and that in our combined opinion it 
is fully adequate, in scope and in quality, as a thesis for the degree of 
Master of Arts.
Linda Laube 
(Advisor)
Ruth A. Ytóntá 
(Committee 'Member)
Approved for the
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I am extremely grateful to my thesis advisor^ Dr. Linda Laube, for 
her valuable assistence and encouragement throughout the whole study.
I am also grateful to Dr. Dan J. Tannacito, Director of MA TEFL 
Program^ and Dr. Ruth Yontz, commitee members for their helpful comments 
on the final draft of my thesis.
I would also like to thank my groupmates for their encouragement and
help.
Vll
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF TABLES.........................................................viii
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY......................................1
Background of Problem..........................................1
Purpose of Study ............................................  1
Research Questions ..........................................  2
Limitations/Delimitations......................................3
Conceptual Definitions of the Study........................... 3
CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE ........................................  4
History of Problem ..........................................  4
Collocations in the Theoretical Linguistic Analysis........... 4
Lexical Approach to Collocations ......................  4
Grammatical Approach to Collocations ..................  6
Lexico-grammatical Approach to Collocations............. 7
Stylistic Approach to Collocations ....................  8
Approach to Collocations on the Criterion of Degree of
Fixedness and Their Types...............................10
Collocational Restrictions.......................11
Syntactic Structure...............................11
Semantic Opacity.................................12
Studies on Acquisition of Collocations.................12
Comparative/Contrastive Analysis of Acquisition of
Collocations.......................................12
Role of Transfer in Acquisition of Collocations . .17
CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY...................................................19
Introduction ..............................................  .19
Subjects.....................................................19
Taxonomy.....................................................20
Materials.....................................................23
Translation T a s k .......................................24
Acceptability T a s k .....................................24
Procedure.....................................................25
CHAPTER 4 RESULTS.......................................................2 6Introduction.................................................26
Collocations with Make and Do that are Comprehended with
Errors.......................................................26
M a k e ...................................................26
^ .....................................................31
The Participants' Acceptability of Make/Do Collocations. . . .37
Transfer of Collocations with Do and Make.....................38
CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS...................................................41
Summary.......................................................41
Implications for Further Research.............................42
Pedagogical Implications.....................................43
BIBLIOGRAPHY.............................................................45
APPENDICES...............................................................48
Appendix A: Consent Fo r m .................................... 48
Appendix B: Questionnaire.................................... 49
Appendix C: Sentences with Make Colocations................ 50
Appendix D: Sentences with ^  Collocations.................. 53
Appendix E: A Legend of Symbols Used in the Collocational
Patterns.........................................55
Appendix F: Acceptability Testing Checklist ................ 56
viii
LIST OF TABLES
TABLE PAGE
1. Syntactic Patterns of Grammatical Collocations...................... 8
2. Comparative Analysis of Error Frequency of Azeri and Turkish Students’
Responses to Elicited Translation with ^ ........................... 28
3. Comparative Analysis of Error Frequency of Azeri and Turkish Students'
Responses to Elicited Translation with M a k e ......................... 33
In spite of the obvious fact that vocabulary acquisition in a foreign 
language is considered to be one of the most important aspects of the 
language teaching and learning process in the organization of syllabuses, 
the evaluation of learner performance, and the provision of learning 
resources, its study has been relatively neglected by the foreign language 
community. Such an unjustifiable lack of attention on vocabulary acquisi­
tion is especially noticeable in teaching and learning collocations. 
Traditionally, vocabulary study has been based on a word-by-word approach, 
vocabulary skills were viewed as necessary for understanding grammatical 
structures of a language and ultimately, its literature. In the light of 
the above mentioned assumptions it would be extremely important to observe 
linguistic behavior of non-native English learners when encountering such 
linguistic phenomenon as collocation.
It is assumed that collocations are as useful for teaching production 
as they are for teaching comprehension. First, by memorizing collocational 
groups, students are already aware of certain lexical restrictions. Most 
important, however, collocations teach students expectations about which 
sort of language can follow from what has preceded. As Richards (1976) 
notes, knowing a word means knowing the degree of probability of encounter­
ing it and the sorts of words most likely to be found associated with. 
Another problem that a non-native speaker encounters is that s/he is not 
likely to predict the occurrence of lexical items that are compatible in 
terms of their features. In addition, when encountering a new collocation, 
a learner does not make a conscious effort to understand or memorize it as 
it poses no specific perception problem to him or her. The collocation 
very often passes unnoticed because it does not require the learner to 
apply different mental operations consciously. Taking all these into 
account, it would be very important to study the role of transfer that 
learners face in learning collocations.
Purpose of Study
I would like to focus my attention on difficulties that students with 
Turkic-language background (Azeri, Kirgiz and Turkish) encounter in dealing
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with collocations. For feasibility purposes, I am going to concentrate on 
collocations occurring with 6^ and make. The reasons for selecting the 
mentioned verbs are that (1) they are included in the first two hundred 
word forms in the Birmingham Corpus ranked in the order of frequency of 
occurrence (Renouf, 1983), (2) being partially delexicalized verbs, they do
heavy duty in the formation of collocations in English, (3) and their 
Turkic-language equivalents possess approximately the same characteristic 
features —  the last assumption is based on surface empirical observations 
and, thus, needs more accurate definition. As a result, potential for 
transfer exists. It would be very interesting to find out which 
collocational errors would be predictable under the influence of the native 
language of the learner in the study.
Some researchers have already shown (Marton, 1978; Arabski, 1979) 
that collocational errors constitute a high percentage of all errors 
committed by L2 learners. They have tried to find the main causes of 
observed collocational errors and in particular at determining the role of 
LI. To this purpose. Carter (1987) conducted a comparative study in order 
to observe learners of English whose LI was either genetically close or 
more distant from that language with the aim of being able to ascertain 
whether the distance would have an influence on L2 collocations. It is 
worth mentioning that all the languages involved so far have been of 
Germanic, Romanic or Slavic language families. But no one has studied this 
phenomenon with the appliance of languages which are typologically and 
genetically different like English and Turkic. My purpose in this study is 
to test collocability involving languages from the Turkic language family.
Research Questions
In this study I will try to find answers to the following questions:
1. What collocations with related verbs (do and make) do the 
learners of English with Turkic language background already know at the 
beginning level of proficiency (preparatory school and first-year)?
2. What collocations with the related verbs are comprehended with 
errors?
3. What is the role of transfer in dealing with the verbs under 
consideration? What kinds of collocations pose a problem for L2 learners
and which subtypes are particularly difficult?
Limitations/Delimitations
As it was stated in the previous section^ the purpose of the study is 
to find out the difficulties of English learners with Turkic language back­
ground. But the main limitation of the study is that all the Turkic 
languages are not represented. For feasibility reasons I found it imposs­
ible to involve many of them. Only three Turkic languages (Azeri^ Kirgiz 
and Turkish) are involved in the study. The second limitation is that the 
number of subjects engaged in the research is strictly limited. The Kirgiz 
language, for example, is represented by four students. Delimitations of 
the study are those different sources of data and techniques to be applied 
can increase validity of the study. I think that using all available ways 
of eliciting data, I can fill the above mentioned gap.
Conceptual Definitions of the Study 
The main term to be used in this study is collocation. By colloca­
tion I mean habitual co-occurrence of individual items. They are a type of 
syntagmatic lexical relations, being linguistically predictable to a 
greater or lesser extent. Relative fixedness is a characteristic of 
collocations. Another characteristic is the nonidiomaticity, i.e. their 
meaning can be decoded from the meanings of their constituents. The term 
lexeme is also frequently used here. By lexeme, I mean the least meaning­
ful unit of the word level.
The problem of English collocations, its linguistic status are not by 
now well established, though it has been a research subject more than a 
quarter of a century. In fact. Firth (1957) was the first to mention 
collocations. He put forth the idea of studying lexics separately from 
semantics, as he believed that lexics and semantics along with phonetics 
and grammar played their roles in the complex of conceptual relations.
Firth considered that meaning operates at different levels, collocation 
being one type it (e.g. one of the meanings of night is its collocability 
with dark, and of dark collocation with night). According to Firth 
collocation was an abstract at the syntagmatic level not directly concern­
ing with the conceptual or idea approach to the meaning of words. It was a 
departure from the 'atomic' view of meaning. Collocations, i.e., how words 
typically occur with one another, were the central part of meaning of a 
word in Firth's view.
Since Firth, researchers have studied collocations from different 
view-points, employing various approaches. Studies on collocations in 
English have tended to be mainly within two traditions: one oriented
towards specifically grammatical and one towards specifically lexical 
patterning, although some research has attempted to analyze them from some 
other angles that are briefly touched upon in the following sections.
Collocations in the Theoretical Linguistic Analysis 
Lexical Approach to Collocations
According to Halliday (1966), one of the pioneers in this field, the 
aim of collocation study is a search for lexical patterns and a lexical 
theory complementary to, but not part of, grammatical theory. His central 
focus is collocation and how collocation can be used to generate sets. In 
the Hallidayean view of lexis, set refers to a family of words whose 
membership is established purely on formal statistical grounds, without 
recourse to meaning or to notions such as semantic fields. Co-occurrence 
for Halliday and Sinclair (1966) does not mean only two words occurring in 
an adjacent pair in a fixed grammatical configuration; rather, co-occur­
rence has two important features. First, there may be a gap of several or
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many words between the two relevant items, or they may even occur over 
sentence boundaries. Second, collocation seems to be independent of 
grammatical types. Sinclair (1966) seems to be more explicit on this 
point: the primary consideration is co-occurrence, features such as 
preferred sequences, or habitual interventions, are secondary in structure.
Robinett (1978) defines collocation as an arrangement or juxtaposi­
tion of words: words quite often co-occur in close proximity with a high
degree of frequency. This process of considering groupings of words 
involves the consideration of the whole context in which a word occurs. 
Learning the word car might involve learning some of the words that 
collocate with it: driver, accelerate, stop, seat-belt, gas... According
to the author, a more sophisticated type of collocation is that which 
occurs in the phrases put the children to bed and put the newspaper to bed 
(i.e. literal and figurative uses). Robinett believes that this type of 
collocation offers a structural clue to meaning.
Jackson (1988) defines the place of collocation in the syntagmatic- 
lexical relations, as syntagmatic lexical relations are concerned with 
individual lexemes and the meaning relations they enter into with other 
accompanying lexemes. According to Jackson collocations refers to the 
combination of words that have a certain mutual expectancy. Unlike fixed 
expressions, in collocations there is a greater chance than likelihood that 
the words will co-occur, further stipulating that this saying that "collo­
cations that a lexeme regularly enters is a factor that needs to be taken 
account of in the description of meaning" (p. 97). He believes that 
collocation may lend specific meaning to the lexeme. Analyzing a limited 
number of nouns that regularly combine as subject with hiss he arrived at a 
conclusion that this kind of meaning relation is referred to as the 
collocational range of a lexeme. He thought that collocational range 
contributed to the meaning of a lexeme and helped to explain range extend­
ing tendencies of lexemes. Jackson believed that collocations varied in 
the degree to which one lexeme could expect another to occur with it. 
Jackson concludes that the theoretical place of collocation is "that one 
branch of linguistic semantics is lexical semantics, which studies meaning 
in relation to words, including both the meaning relations that words
contact each other and the meaning relations that words have with extra- 
linguistic reality" (p. 247). So there seems no reason not to include 
within semantics the study of meaning in relation to lexical fields and to 
collocation.
White's (1988) understanding of collocations differs from many of 
those analyzed before. She defines collocations as a network of associ­
ations. White notes that relationships between words are formed not only 
by the immediate collocation pattern for each word (e.g. loaf-bread) but 
also by the wider networks of associations to which they belong (e.g. 
throne-crown-kinq-queen-castle-kinqdom-ruler...). In fact such an approach 
coming from Hasan (1976), who defines lexical cohesion as "cohesion" that 
is achieved through the association of lexical items that readily co-occur, 
could be called psychological one as it relies on memory.
Grammatical approach to collocations
Some linguists believe that the study of collocation must be made 
largely with reference to syntactic function. Supporters of this tradition 
in the study of collocation view lexical and syntactic patterning as 
distinct but interrelated levels of structure. The study of lexical 
collocations, based on an attempt to establish lexis as an independent and 
separate linguistic level, has tended to concentrate on linear, syntagmatic 
statements that are often essential in the treatment of collocations. 
Mitchell (1971) notes that lexical peculiarities are considered to derive 
their formal meaning not only from contextual extension of lexical kind, 
but also from the generalized grammatical patterns they appear. The term 
used in this respect is called colliqation (Colliqation is a term given to 
the specifically grammatical relations along the syntagm). He tries to 
prove his idea using consent as an example: In explaining the way this
word is used in English one needs to supply not only information concerning 
its lexical collocates (e.g. mutual, common), Lexico-grammatical informa­
tion (e.g. that it occurs in adverbial phrases headed by the preposition by 
- by mutual consent; that it collocates with and is direct object for 
certain verbs -qive consent), but also that it is a member of a class of 
verbs which is followed by the preposition to and another verbal or nominal 
group (e.g. They qave their consent to their dauqhter's marriaqe.).
Benson (1985) describes the following syntactic patterns of grammati­
cal collocations,illustrated in the Table 1 below.
Table 1
Syntactic Patterns of Grammatical Collocations
Type
LI - CA(creation, activation) 
verb -f noun (pronoun,
preposition phrase)
L2 - EN (eradication,nul1 ification) 
verb + noun
L3 - adjective + noun
L4 -action characteristic of 
a person or thing
L5- groups or units of things 
noun + of + noun 
noun + verbL6 - adverb + adjective
L7 - verb t adverb
Example
to reach a verdict to launch a missile
to lift a blockade to revoke a license
reckless abandon 
sweeping generalization
adjectives modify 
alarms go off
a bunch of flowers 
a piece of advice
deeply absorbed 
closely acquainted
to apologies humbly 
to affect deeply
Source: Benson (quoted in Biskup (1985)
Benson's use of the term "lexical collocation" differs from that 
mentioned before, i.e., to refer to a partnership of 'two "equal" lexical 
components'. At the same time he argues for more extensive representations 
of such collocations in dictionaries.
Lexico-Grammatical Approach to Collocations 
According to Carter (1987), one of the supporters of this approach, 
collocation is a term used to describe a group of words which occur 
repeatedly in a language. These patterns of co-occurrence can be grammati­
cal in that they result primarily from syntactic dependencies or they can 
be lexical in that, although syntactic relations are involved, the patterns 
result from the fact that in a given linguistic environment certain lexical 
items will co-occur. Carter examines notions of collocability which are 
lexical in that they also presuppose the operation of lexis as an indepen­
dent linguistic level. Reviewing the works previously done by other 
linguists. Carter notes that their starting point is to seek to study lexis
in the same way as grammar, i.e. with reference to patterns of chain 
(syntagmatic axis) and choice (paradigmatic axis). But relation to grammar 
is an analogical one; the aim is to examine lexis as a linguistic level 
parallel with and overlapping grammar but as a level which is separate and 
independent. Having analyzed some lexical sets Carter arrives at a con­
clusion that compared with the analysis of grammatical relations where 
patterns are more fixed and deterministic, it is clear that we are dealing 
here with patterns which are probabilistic.
According to Biskup (1987) collocations posses two characteristic 
features: relative fixedness and non-idiomaticity. Comparing collocations
with idioms she assumes that the meaning of collocations is always trans­
parent. Biskup distinguishes two classes of collocations: grammatical and
lexical. Grammatical collocations consist of a content word (verb, noun or 
adjective) and a grammatical word such as a preposition or certain struc­
tural patterns, e.g., that clause, to+infinitive, gerund ( a pleasure of 
doing something, in advance, he kept talking).
Sajavaara and Lehtonen (1989) concerning collocations, note that one 
of the interesting problems is the question of whether the language 
relating to them constitute part of grammar or that of lexicon (including 
the well-known problem of selectional restrictions). According to the 
authors through collocation grammar is welded lexicon, but in the framework 
of model which also attempts to conceptualize the processing aspects it is 
not unequivocally clear whether it is 'grammar* or 'lexicon* that serves as 
the channel through which language-bound information is searched in memory. 
They conclude that the idea of lexically driven grammar, in which the two 
areas could be fused together, does not sound totally unappealing.
Stylistic Approach to Collocations
McIntosh's (1966) conception of collocation is unique. He thinks 
that words have only a certain tolerance of compatibility, only a certain 
potential of collocability, quite apart from any consideration of pattern 
in grammatical sense. He admits that the edges of the ranges of tolerance 
are vague and unstable, and the question of what we mean by compatibility 
is a complicated one. McIntosh looks at the matter of collocability from 
two different points of view. In the first he judges whether a word
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achieves the purpose it is intended to be carrying out in a particular 
context. As an example he analyzes the collocation of bitter and lemon: 
in which he argues for the subjective choice between bitter/choice when 
describing a lemon. In McIntosh's view, the cases like analyzed colloca­
tion (bitter and lemon) we encounter an extremely common problem of applied 
linguistics which tends to be pushed into the background by descriptive 
linguists.
Touching upon the positive side of this approach McIntosh states that 
apart from any shortcomings of it (this approach) from the standpoint of 
learning a language, there is a theoretical background here: the differ­
ence between two structurally similar sentences should be considered to be 
linguistic. So, if a description merely lists them as alternative expo­
nents of the same structure and says nothing in lexical term about the 
nature of the difference, it is for no better reason than that descriptions 
of this kind are mostly made by grammarians and not lexicologists. In 
McIntosh’s view, a merely grammatical description is a no more complete 
linguistic description than is a merely lexical one. But, I think that a 
complete linguistic description can be achieved only then, when a research­
er takes into account both grammatical description (syntactic relations 
between the components of collocational patterns in my case) and lexical 
one (semantic features of the constituents making the collocational 
patterns) without exaggerating or ignoring any of the mentioned descrip­
tions .
Dealing with the second way of looking at the matter, McIntosh 
assumes that in evaluating a collocation, we often tend to assess it 
without reference to a given context, and to pass judgment on it according 
to whether we can imagine a possible setting or settings into which we 
could appropriately insert it, and this gives us much greater scope and 
allows us to toy with various possibilities of 'meaning' of one or more of 
the words involved. Although this kind of scrutiny is perfectly legitimate 
and has its own merits, it is not at all the same thing as evaluating an 
instance of a collocation in an actual context. Comparing the above 
mentioned approaches, McIntosh favors the second or general one rather than 
the first or particular approach. For the sake of clarity, he simplifies
the question of criteria somewhat by assuming that he is working within the 
bounds of well-defined syntactic units about whose grammatical structure 
there can be no doubt. In this way one could get as little involved as 
possible in irrelevant syntactical complications, and there would be no 
question of this or that collocation being ineligible because it fails to 
satisfy the requirements of grammatical pattern.
In taking different attitudes to these two sequences, McIntosh raises 
not only the test of familiarity, but criterion of pattern. But the 
underlying patterns which are relevant here are of a quite different order 
from the grammatical patterning. With these matters in mind, McIntosh 
turns to the question of what goes on in the matter of collocations when 
language is actually being used: "for different users of language ( and
indeed different traditional styles of language) vary to the point at which 
they tend to kick off into the void; below a certain dimension their 
collocations may be very ordinary, but the collocation of these colloca­
tions may be much more daring and unusual" (p. 193). On the basis of his 
findings, McIntosh distinguishes four distinct stylistic modes: normal
collocation and normal grammar, unusual collocation and normal grammar, 
normal collocations and unusual grammar, unusual collocations and unusual 
grammar. McIntosh admits that this is only a beginning, and one might 
explore many fundamental stylistic problems. We suppose that a certain 
amount of errors made by EFL students from Turkic language background might 
be a result of these inter-language stylistic differences between the 
languages as well.
Approach to Collocations on the Criterion of Degree of 
Fixedness and Their Types
The description of fixedness of collocational patterns could provide 
a way of distinguishing words from each other. The probability of differ­
ent linguistic items to re-occur in regular contexts might be called 
collocational fixedness. But the fixedness of components making different 
patterns can vary. The relative fixedness of some collocational patterns 
are more fixed than others. However, one point is essential: no fixed
expression is able to collocate with any other item, i.e., nothing is 
completely closed and cut off from anything else. In this subsection, we
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are going to treat collocational patterns on the principle of fixedness and 
classify their types.
Collocational Restrictions
Restricted expressions are quite transparent semantically, they are 
not normally commutable in structure and are collocationally restricted in 
terms of component parts. As Nattinger (1980) points out, some expressions 
are fixed by virtue of a closed syntactic structure into which a variety of 
lexical insertions are possible. However no fixed expression is able to 
collocate with any other item; and nothing is completely closed and cut off 
from anything else. As Carter (1987) states, it is necessary to draw 
attention to a set of units which may need to be separately categorized. 
There are fixed expressions which can be understood figuratively but the 
process of analogizing is direct rather than oblique because such express­
ions do not have the semantic opacity characteristic of idioms. The 
following classification of collocational patterns on the principle of 
their relative fixedness is adopted from Carter (1987).
a. Unrestricted collocation: This describes the capacity of
particular lexical items to be open to partnership with a wide range of 
items (e.g. take a look, run a business).
b. Semi-restricted collocation: This category evolves lexical 
pattern in which the number of items which can be substituted in different 
syntactic slots is more determined (e.g. fan a riot/discontent).
c. Familiar collocation: Combinations here are between words which
keep regular company with each other. There are obvious overlaps here with 
types of fixed expression categorized above as stock phrase and metaphoric 
usage (e.g. vicious circle, amicable divorced.
d. Restricted collocation: Partnerships in this category are more
fixed and closed (e.g. stark naked, lean meat, hit and miss).
The dine in collocation restriction runs from less to more fixed. 
Syntactic structure
a. Flexible (e.g. break somebody^s heart).
b. Regular with certain constraints (e.q.to drop a bricky to smell a 
rat) .
c. Irregular (e.g. to hold true).
The dine in syntactic structure runs from less fixed to more fixed. 
Semantic Opacity
a. Transparent (e.g. long time  ^ no see).
b. Semi-idioms/metaphor/idiomatic similies (We are all in the same 
boat).
c. Semi-transparent (e.g. to get round somebody).
d. Opaque:
(i) overt (uninterptretable without contextual/cultural knowledge,
e.g. bottoms).
(ii) covert (e.g. to be on the ball).
A deep knowledge of collocational patterns can be closely related 
with assessing the degree of difficulty in learning and encoding fixed 
expressions. On the other hand, it might be interesting to find out the 
interrelation between the degree of relative fixedness of collocational 
patterns and their role in comprehending collocations.
Studies on Acquisition of Collocations 
Comparâtive/Contrastive Analyses 
of Acguisition of Collocations
Most studies on collocations viewed thus far have been undertaken 
from a linguistic or psychological viewpoint. Yet the quantity of research 
remains limited. Another area of research on collocations is their 
comparability between languages. By comparing collocations on the 
materials from different languages, close or distant, researchers would be 
able to determine those areas of linguistics that have universal character­
istic features for all languages or for many languages at least. On the 
other hand, analysis of linguistic categories in comparison would be of 
great practical importance as well.
Mitchell (1975) provides an interesting illustration of comparisons 
of collocability between English and French: English collocations such as
the height of summer, the depth of winter, right/full/slap in the stomach 
are covered by the single collocational frame en plein... ( ete/hiver/ven­
tre ) in French. Conversely, the English frame heavy...(breathinq/rain/ 
drinker,) takes a variety of different forms in French. More work is 
needed on this aspect of usage from language to language.
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Tritch (1981) touches upon problems of co-occurrence and grammatical 
marking from the cross-language difference view-point. She distinguishes 
two main groups of difficulties. The first includes problems of co-occur­
rence when the learners are not aware of certain restrictions on permitted 
combinations of words, while the second group of problems arises when a 
learner selects the right words to go into a sentence but uses the wrong 
means of grammatical marking for them. Tritch concentrates the discussion 
on two areas: (1) restrictions on words that can occur together, whether
these apply to whole semantic classes or to lists of individual words, and 
(2) rules for the grammatical marking of various noun phrases that occur 
with certain verbs and adjectives.
Tritch assumes that all languages have constraints of some sort that 
determine which words can be used together in sentences and some of these 
are very similar across languages. In Tritch’s view the main difference 
between the members of each pair is not so much in meaning as in the types 
of words each member can apply to. In many cases it is impossible for 
second language learners to predict how certain grammatical relations will 
be presented on the basis of general principles or their experience with 
their native language. On the basis of data collected involving two 
typologically and genetically distant languages as English and Japanese, 
Tritch concludes that for each possible noun phrase, several types of 
information are given, including the semantic function it performs and the 
form of its surface grammatical marking.
In Tritch's view, this approach to describing and presenting lexical­
ly determined patterns of word use offers several advantages to language 
teachers and learners as it encourages learners to see several aspects of a 
language as integral parts of a functioning whole rather than as a conglom­
eration of unrelated rules, patterns, and restrictions. At the same time 
it would give learners a clearer idea of the interrelationships between 
word choice and grammatical marking, between alternative patterns of 
marking for one predicate, and between semantic and syntactic functions.
A performance analysis of Swedish learners’ written English conducted 
by Linnarud (1986) reports that collocations cause difficulties in produc­
tion rather than comprehension. They may have difficulty in producing
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acceptable collocations as they have no way of distinguishing the accept­
able from the unacceptable. Dealing with learner strategies, she notes 
that the successful writers use words in collocational frameworks, while 
the poorer writers seem to use each word as a single item without using or 
being able to use words which would normally co-occur (p. 105).
White (1988), dealing with the role of associâtional patterns and 
semantic networks in vocabulary development, considers that intralingual 
relations, in the sense of semantic boundaries collocational restrictions 
and patterns of association vary from language to language. The fact that 
languages classify reality in different ways means that each word can be 
fully understood in the light of its relations to other lexical items of 
that particular language. For example, native British English speakers, 
asked to produce a stream of items in response to fruit, invariably start: 
apple, orange 1^ banana. . . . In comparison, speakers of romance languages 
produce grapes, grape-fruit.... White concludes that, as evidence sug­
gests, in the initial stages of language learning, learners operate with 
lexical associations that are significantly different from those of native 
speakers, semantic organization is established over time. More important­
ly, learners on encountering new words begin to consider them as separate 
items but as elements belonging to semantic networks, which can only be 
understood and used within the context of such networks.
Sajavaara and Lehtonen (1989) have investigated the accuracy and 
speed with which Finnish speakers of English identify deviant idioms and 
collocations typical of their own speech and writing in English. They 
designed tests of the production mechanism and found that: (a) The
acceptance of collocation or an idiom implies that the listener accepts the 
same construct in his or her own speech too; and (b) a fast rate of 
decision making indicates a high degree of availability of the data 
concerned for the processing mechanism and a high level of automaticity in 
the access to the linguistic data-base. In the authors* view production 
data are not an ideal source of material for the study of production. On 
the basis of the test the authors report that it is possible to character­
ize a certain number of factors that give rise to either positive or 
inhibitory native-language transfer in terms of idioms and collocations.
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Sajavaara and Lehtonen suggest several different explanations. One of them 
is variable transparency of idiomaticity in the test items, which in turn 
may have something to do with the perception of metaphor and symbolism in 
general.
In the linguistic literature concerning collocation a quite different 
approach to this problem is worth mentioning, as in some respects it 
differs from those mentioned above. Thus, taking into consideration the 
main peculiarities of collocations, as prescribed patterns without defining 
the distinction between collocations and idioms, in fact considering them 
to be the same after Mackin (1978), David Wardell (1991) suggests teaching 
word pairs in EFL classes. For consideration he takes one type of colloca­
tions - linked words, distinguishing three types of linked pairs:
1. Word pairs combined with or, but, to, by, neither... nor.
2. Repetition type (e.g. again and again)
3. Linked three-word combinations (e.g. summer, fall, winter, 
spring).
The starting question that Wardell is interested in is how the second 
language instructor can train students to notice and produce linked words 
in idiomatic English according to native speaker expectations. Refusing to 
accept the opinions of Brown (1980), Krashen (1981), and Widowson (1983), 
that the pedagogy that relies solely upon prescribed vocabulary lists, does 
not follow sound linguistic principles, Wardell believes that learning 
materials must be designed to illustrate how new lexical items operate 
within the common core vocabulary or how specialist lexis serves to define 
particular frames of reference. In Wardell's view, several conditions are 
required for students to learn and retain a new language. These conditions 
are: 1. The learner must be disposed to relate the new linguistic forms
to what is already known; 2. The learning task must be potentially 
meaningful to the learner. The author concludes that these can be viewed 
as ’entry behavior” and "methods of training". According to the author all 
previous approaches to teaching linked words had failed. That is why the 
author decided to fill this gap.
In Warden’s view, one approach to developing expertise with linked 
pairs is to examine them as adjectival idioms with the purpose of determin­
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ing their meaning in context. Initially, sets of linked pairs are listed; 
then sentences follow with each of the pairs placed in the context. The 
student's task is to supply a synonym or definition for each linked pair, 
using context clues to determine the meaning.
Dealing with the linked forms in ESP settings, Wardell suggests 
another approach to teaching linked forms —  to attempt to sort colloca­
tions according to vocabulary appropriate to a specialized area. By taking 
the learners' technical needs into consideration, there is, in effect, a 
conscious effort to add relevance to the learning material. In the follow­
ing parts Wardell writes about how to bring linked pairs to life, effec­
tiveness of learning linked pairs when using TPR, matching pictures or 
realia, the role of literature and songs, etc.
Biskup's (1992) purpose for conducting a comparative study, i.e., to 
observe learners of English whose LI was either genetically close or more 
distant from the language in order to ascertain whether that distance would 
have an influence on L2 collocations, was to find the main causes of 
observed collocational errors. The languages involved are genetically 
distant: English and Polish. On the basis of data obtained through
quantitative method Biskup observes "a substantial difference in the number 
of restricted collocations produced by Polish and German learners in favor 
of the former" (p. 88). But Polish learners seemed more often refrained 
from giving any answers at all; they did not seem to have been risk-takers. 
On the contrary, the German students tried to use alternative ways of 
rendering the meaning of collocations whose English equivalents they did 
not know, using definitions, paraphrases, etc., without necessarily paying 
much attention to the well-formedness of the answer. They proved to be 
typical risk-takers. Biskup's findings on learner strategies representing 
different language families in acquiring collocations need further research 
involving as many languages as possible. It would be rather interesting to 
observe linguistic behaviour of Turkic EFL students with this respect.
Role of Transfer in Acquisition of Collocations
There is a lot of evidence to show that second language vocabulary 
learning is influenced by first language vocabulary. As Gass (1979) notes^ 
the concept of transfer is based on the idea that previous learning affects 
subsequent learning. In language learning^ this means that the forms and 
patterns of the native language are used in the second language. Positive 
transfer occurs when these are identical in the languages and the learner 
uses the first language in producing the second. When they are different, 
using those of the native language to produce the equivalent for or pattern 
in the second language involves negative transfer. The errors that result 
are called interference errors.
Hakan Ringbom (1992) examines transfer in relation to the different 
demands that the four language modalities make on the learner. The main 
differences between L2 comprehension and production concern the roles 
played by the context and by potential knowledge. Using a taxonomy of 
lexical errors made by Swedish and Finnish learners of English, Ringbom 
(1978) states that the groups (577 Swedish and an equal number of Finnish) 
of learners make quite different types of errors and these differences can 
be explained by the close relationship between English and Swedish, and the 
lack of such a relationship between English and Finnish. Ringbom distin­
guishes two categories of interference errors. The first is due to assumed 
formal similarity (language switches, hybrids, blends, false friends), the 
second is the result of assumed identity of semantic structures (loan 
translations, extension of L2 item meaning on the basis of Ll equivalent). 
This study showed that Polish students, perceiving the distance between 
Polish and English, do not assume that there can be much formal similarity 
instead. Their errors are either loan translations or extension of L2 
meaning on the basis of the word. The German students, on the other hand 
tended to produce errors resulting from assumed similarity.
Kellerman’s (1978) article reports a series of experiments investi­
gating learners’ use of a set of idiomatic expressions. These experiments 
show that learners can easily identify the core meanings of a word (break) 
when it is used in idioms, and it is also easy for learners to identify 
metaphorical uses of the same verb in other expressions. Learners assume
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idioms in their LI will transfer to their L2 if these idioms involve more 
peripheral, metaphorical meanings, then learners seem to assume that the 
idiom will not transfer, and tend to avoid using it in the L2. These ideas 
are obviously of considerable interest* They provide a plausible explana­
tion for the way learners treat certain types of idioms, and they raise 
some interesting questions about how learners learn to handle new idioms. 
This work is however rather limited in scope in that only a single set of 
idioms based on one verb are discussed, and only three languages are 
considered —  English, Dutch and German. It is not clear, however, if the 
same sort of principles would apply in the case of languages which are 
culturally and linguistically remote, such as English and Turkic.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
For this study I chose a descriptive model as the most appropriate 
design to investigate the initial research questions. The data has been 
elicited by asking the subjects to perform some verbal tasks in written 
form.
Subjects
Through his contacts at several universities in Ankara, the researcher 
explored the possibilities for subjects who met his needs. A total of 36 
students (twenty first-year students from the Historical faculty and 
sixteen from the Preparatory department with the average of nineteen and 
half) from Middle-East Technical University (METU) gave a written consent 
(see Appendix A) to participate in this research study. Middle East 
Technical University (METU) proved to have the largest international 
student contingent, especially from the former Soviet republics. The 
Turkic republics were represented by Azeri and Kirghiz students and 
naturally, there were a large number of potential participants with Turkic 
language background as well.
A total of 36 students (twenty fisrt-year students from the History 
faculty and sixteen from the Preparatory school with the average age of 
19.5) gave written consent (see Appendix A) to participate in this reseach 
study. Of totally 20 first-year students, 10 were males and 10 were 
females, while of 16 prepschool students 5 were females and 11 were 
females. Their average length of exposure to the English language was 2.9 
years. As required by the research questions, the students selected came 
from different native-language background. There were 25 Turkish native 
speakers, 7 Azeri native speakers and 4 Kirgiz native speakers. These 
facts were elicited through questionnaire (see Appendix B). But later 
during the investigation it turned out that the level of proficiency of 
Kirgiz students in the Kirgiz language was lower than that of Russian,
i.e., in some specific domains they found it easier to express themselves 
in Russian and withdrew from the study. These questionnaire data were not 
asserted or refuted as no proficiency test had been conducted to check 
them. The researcher found it beyond the competence of this study. Of
totally 36 subjects 12 were bilinguals. Seven Azeri students participating 
in the research study indicated in the questionnaire that they were 
advanced Russian speakers as well. Four Kirghiz students wrote that their 
proficiency level in two languages, Kirghiz and Russian were equal.
Besides this several subjects mentioned of their knowledge of some other 
languages such as Arabic (1), French (1), German (3), and Spanish (1) with 
different levels of proficiency.
Taxonomy
With the purpose of giving the material to be presented a systematic- 
ity, the researcher decided to classify the collocations with the verbs 
(make and . The choice of the given verbs were dictated by the fact 
that (a) they are included in the first two hundred word forms in the 
Birmingham Corpus ranked in the order of frequency of occurrence, (b) they 
play a major role in the formation of collocations, (c) their Turkic 
equivalents (vapmak/etmek) possess the similar features. The patterns to 
be described here are based on Mednikova's (1986) models. Her twenty-eight 
models include 569 verbs. But for this research work, the researcher 
modified them, focusing on those patterns that would be characteristic for 
only make and do collocations. The main criterion to describe collocabil- 
ity was the principle of patterning collocations taking into account the 
semantic structure of the word as well. The patterns are distinguished on 
the level of word classes (parts of speech) and thus, they generally repre­
sent the structure of collocations. As the idea was to indicate standard 
collocability, the patterns were classified on the basis of the following 
criteria:
1. All the constituents of the patterns were obligatory, i.e., 
omitting any of the constituents would lead to the split of the phrase.
For examle, to make friends with somebody. If we omit one of the constitu­
ents of this collocational unit or substitute any ofthem, the general 
meaning of the collocation will either be distorted or it will acquire a 
different meaning. Another examle is the sentence These shoes are done 
for. We can omit or substitute neither of the constituents, (cf. These 
shoes are made for).
2. The meaning of the verb is conditioned by the structure of the
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collocation. For example, to do sums. The general meaning of the colloca­
tion derives rfom the whole structure of the unit. Any change of this 
structure might distort the meaning.
3. A given meaning of the verb is regularly realized within the 
given pattern. Here I mean the habitual co-occurrence of the units as one 
of the distinguishing features of the collocations. The occurrence of 
mistake with make is easily predictable and tris concrete meaning is 
regularly expressed by this collocation.
The following patterns classified on the above mentioned principles 
are arranged according to the quantity and complexity of the components.
(A legend of symbols appear in Appendix C).
Patterns with ”Make”
I. V t D; (e.g. He makes money handsomely.)
II. V + N; This model more frequently occurs in four variants: 1.
to make something. (e-g· He thought that the Sultan would not 
be able to make a decision.), 2. to make up something. (e.g.It 
took him a year to make up his mind.K 3. to make somebody.
(e.g. Amar made new f r i e n d s . 4. to make out something.
(e.g. He was trying to make out what the child was doing.).
III. V + N + D; (e.g. How much money do you make a year?)
IV. V + N + N; 1. to make somebody somebody, (e.g. You can't make
Satan your friend.), 2. to make something something.(e.q.
They made it a rule to get up early.), 3. to make somebody 
something (e.g. He made her a present of a vase.).
V. V + N + A; 1. to make something to be of quality. (e*g· Jaffar 
had made that clear.)r 2. to make somebody or something in 
some state (e.g. Just sit down and make yourself at home.).
VI. V -f N -f V*. (e.g. I want to make you understand it).
VII. V -f V-en; (e.g. Can you make yourself understood?).
VIII. Link + V-en; 1. be made of with (from, into) something. (e.g.
This dress is made of silk.), 2. be made with (by) something, 
(e.g. This carpet is made by hand), 3. be made for somebody or 
something. (e.g. These houses are made for workers)> 4. be
made of something. (e.g. Effective use was made of his money.).
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5. be made somebody> (e*g· He was made a general manager)r 6.
be made for somebody» (e-9· They are made for each-other.)r 7. 
be made to be of some state. (e-g· The results will be made
known next week.), 8. be made to do something. (e«g. The 
students were made to write his biography.)> 9. be made on (out 
of, by, etc.), { e.g. How much will be made on business?), 10.
be made away with somebody, something. (e-g· He was made away 
with by a gang.), 11. be made away with. (e«g· He was made 
away with his money with a week).
IX. V + prep.+ N; 1. to make away with somebody, (e.g. We shall 
make away with our enemies.), 2. to make up with something 
(e.g. They made up with the quarrel at last.).
X. V + N 4- prep + N or V + N + prep + A; 1. to make something on
(upon) somebody. (e.g. The French has sent Berbers to make war 
on us.), 2. to make something in (along) something. (e.g. He 
made his way along the dirty street.), 3. to make something, 
somebody out of something, somebody. (e.g. They want to make 
slayes out of all Moslems.).
XI. V 4- N 4- prep -f V~inq; 1. to make something of doing something, 
(e.g. He made practice of working in his garden every 
morning.), 2. to make something by doing something, (e.g. He 
made his living by selling flowers.).
XII. V 4- N 4- S; (e.g. This makes the fifth time that you have failed 
this examination.).
In this part there were 87 sentences with make to be translated from 
English into the native languages of the subjects (Azeri and Turkish). 
Patterns with ”Do”
I. V 4- N; 1. to do somebody. (e.g. It is a small house, but it
will do us.), 2. to do something. ( e.g. He liked to do sums.), 
3. to do some distance. (e.g. He was doing fifty kilometers a 
day). 4. to do somebody in. (e.g. These were professional
killers who did him in.), 5. to do out something. (e.g. You 
must do out your desk.), 6. do something somebody. (e.g.
Burbage was the first actor to do Hamlet).
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II. V + N4-D; 1. to do something in some manner. He did it
very carefully.), 2. to do some distance at some time.
(e.g. This old car does fifty kilometers an hour.).
III. V + N + N; 1. to do somebody something. (e.g· Will you please do 
me a fayor and pass this letter to Jane?), 2. to do
something to somebody. (e.g. His answer does credit to 
his teacher).
IV. V + N + prep 4- N; 1. to do something in (at) something. (e.g.
He did medicine at the Uniyersity.). 2. to do some distance in 
something. ( He did the trip in a day.)r 3. to do somebody 
out of something. ( e.g. He did me out of all my money.), 4. to 
do some place in (for) some time. (e.g. He did England for two 
months.), 5. to do something into something. (e.g. He did the 
book into the moyie.).
V. V + S; (e.g. Will it do if we let you haye our answer by Fri 
day?).
VI. Link + V-en; 1. be done away with. (e.g. Now death penalty has 
been done away with.), 2. be done down at some at some time.
(e.g. I don't want any dealings with him, I haye been done down 
once.), 3. be done for. (e.g. These shoes are done for.),
4. be done in (at) some time. (e.g. He is the third person that 
has been done in within the last two months).
In this section the subjects were asked to translate 34 English 
sentences with ^  collocations into their natiye languages. In the next 
chapter the researcher will treat the data for the elicited translation 
according to the patterns described in the taxonomy.
Materials
With the purpose of determining the Turkic students' responses to the 
tasks inyolying make/do collocations, the researcher had prepared test 
materials. The test materials were deriyed from two written sources 
because test materials created by the researcher would sound rather 
artificial:
1. A majority of test materials were selected from the noyel The 
spider's house (Bowles, 1985). While reading, the researcher attempted to
discover all the collocational patterns with make and do. For this 
purpose, I analyzed 406 page long text and discovered 297 sentences with 
the node (The lexeme under consideration is called node; see Jackson 
(1988), p. 100). On the basis of frequency analysis, I tried to identify 
the lexemes on either side of the node. The third step was to classify the 
discovered collocational patterns with make and do, as it was described in 
the previous subsection. The last step was to decide which of the patterns 
would be provided as test materials. The choice of patterns to be intro­
duced was dictated by thier frequency rate.
2. The other source for eliciting the test materials was Mednikova's 
(1986) dictionary of verbal collocations. All the materials for testing 
could roughly be divided into two parts: (a) translation task, i.e.,
sentences with make and ^  for elicited translation, and (b) acceptability 
task, i.e., collocational patterns with make and do for checklists consist­
ing of thirty items.
Translation Task
The test materials for the translation tasks included eighty-seven 
sentences derived from the above mentioned sources with relatively fre­
quently used make collocations (see Appendix D) and thirty-four do colloca­
tions (see Appendix E). The subjects were given sentences in the target 
language and were asked to translate them into their native languages, as 
such a procedure might require both the decoding of the stimulus sentences 
and encoding of the translation, thus giving a solid evidence of comprehen­
sion leve. Here the idea was to find out which collocations the Turkic 
learners of English at the beginning level of proficiency know. 
Subsequently, the analysis of the errors made by the subjects could suggest 
the role of possible transfer in acquiring collocations.
Acceptability Task
Test materials for acceptability task (checklists) were derived from 
the same sources exploiting the same methodology as described above. On 
the basis of collocational patterns, checklists were created. The main 
criterion for defining the scope of collocational patterns was their 
relative frequency. The purpose for providing the subjects with the 
checklists was to determine thier idea of acceptability of collocations
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with make and do. The students, participating in the research study were 
asked to decide which of the verbs (make or dp)would collocate with the 
given linguistic item. For example, the subjects were asked to determine, 
using a checklist, which of the verbs (make or do) the item war would 
collocate with (see Appendix F).
The philosophy for using these instruments (elicited translation and 
checklists of acceptability) was to find out the subjects* typical errors 
and infer the reasons causing them.
Procedure
Having got the subjects' written consent to take part in the 
research, I asked them to answer the questions indicated in the question­
naire. The the assigned test material was propotionally distributed for 
use in sessions with Azeri and Turkish students. The tests were adminis­
tered within five weeks (once a week). For each session, materials 
included a checklist and approximately twenty-five sentences with make/do 
collocations to be translated from English into the mother tongue of the 
subjects. The time limit for each session was an academic hour— fifty 
minutes. Then the elicited data was given to three raters to define their 
level of correctness. After that the researcher determined the frequency 
of correct responses for two subgroups (Azeri and Turkish) for each 
collocational pattern for make and do.
I assumed that on the basis of materials selected for the test 
reported here, it would be possible to characterize a certain number of 
factors that gave rise to native language transfer in terms of collocations 
and to find answers to the research questions mentioned in the previous 
chapter.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS 
Introduction
As it was mentioned in the previous chapter, all the test materials 
had been systematized into collocational patterns. Then the elicited data 
were treated in the same way. The researcher first grouped them on the 
principle of frequency of correct answers for each elicited translation 
response. As a second step the sentences were grouped into patterns. In 
this way the researcher attempted to determine the frequency of correct 
answers for each collocational pattern with make and do. As the partici­
pants in the research study were from different native language background, 
it was important to compare the results of frequency of correct answers for 
each subgroup (see Table 1). The quantity of patterns for the verbs under 
investigation (make and do) was not equal, so they were analyzed separate- 
]y. The data to be analyzed in this chapter were elicited using two ways:
1. The subjects were asked to translate eighty-seven most frequently 
used make-collocations and thirty-four do-collocations.
2. The subjects were asked to complete grids with make and do.
The present chapter considers the following research questions which 
served as guide in the process of data analysis:
What collocations with the verbs make and dp do EEL Turkic students 
at the beginning level know by asserting (a) what collocations with make/do 
are comprehended with errors and (b) the participants* idea of acceptabili­
ty of collocations with these verbs?
Collocations with Make and that are Comprehended with Errors
MAKE
Table 2 summarizes the frequency of correct responses with make 
produced by Azeri and Turkish students . The analysis and the discussion 
of each pattern proceeds.
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Table 2
Comparative Analysis of Error Frequency of Azeri and Turkish Students*
Responses to Elicited Translation with "Make”
Azeri Responses Turkish Responses
Patterns Total Correct % Total Correct %
I 7 6 85.71 15 5 33.33
II 259 173 66.79 516 363 70.34
III 7 7 100.00 15 14 93.33
IV 42 26 61.90 90 48 53.33
V 35 25 71.42 75 54 72.00
VI 42 26 61.90 126 43 34.12
VII 7 1 14.25 22 3 13.62
VIII 42 29 69.04 146 100 68.49
IX 63 22 34.92 148 46 31.08
X 21 14 66.66 45 25 55.55
XI 13 3 23.07 35 16 45.71
XII 6 6 66.66 18 8 44.44
1· Y_4_D. The subjects were asked to translate the sentence He
always makes money handsomely. Of twenty-two participants eleyen translat­
ed the sentence correctly (50%). Six responses elicited from Azeri 
students were correct, while five Turkish participants out of fifteen could 
translate it correctly (33%).
2· V 4- N. This model proved to be the most frequently used one.
The total number of responses for this pattern was 775 (37 sentences).
More than sixty-six percent (66.06%) of the total (512) responses were 
correct. These data suggested that this pattern was acquired better than 
the other patterns. Frequency rate of correct answers for this pattern was 
66.79% and 70.34% for Azeri and Turkish students respectively. The 
following sentences were translated into their mother tongues absolutely
correctly:
(a) Can you make a jar?
(b) Don*t make noises the child is sleeping.
(c) He made forty kilometers a day.
For the following sentences 95.45% of total answers were correct:
(a) That wav they made propaganda.
(b) He is making plans to go away.
(c) He made a list of his students.
More than 90% of subjects translated the following sentences correct-
ly:
(a) He says that the boys make bombs.
(b) He made two films last year.
(c) One hundred pence make a pound.
3. V -f- N -f D. As the quantity of sentences included in the colloca­
tion patterns depended on the frequency rate of the pattern in actual 
usage, it was represented by only one sentence. Twenty-two participants 
doing the task were asked to translate the sentence How much money do you 
make a year? More than ninety-five (95.45%) percent of the responses 
elicited for this pattern was correct, and this suggests that this pattern 
is easily acquired by Turkic beginning learners.
4. V t N -f N. For seven sentences included in this pattern, 132 
responses were elicited. Out of this number 75 responses were correct 
(56.81%). For Azeri students the frequency of correct responses was 
61.90%, and for Turkish students —  53.33%. Frequency rate of correct 
answers for different sentences varied depending on various factors. The 
sentences like He intended to make his son a doctor and He made Jane his 
wife were translated correctly by more than 80% of the subjects. Seventy 
seven percent of the participants translated the sentence You can*t make 
Satan your friend into their mother tongue correctly. Only 3% of the 
participants could translate the sentence Surely that was what that Allah 
had meant by making Amar Amar.
5. V t N t A. This pattern was represented by five sentences. The 
total number of responses was 110. Out of this number 79 responses were 
correct (71.81%). For Azeri students the total number of responses was 35,
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the frequency of correct answers —  25 (71.42%). For Turkish students the 
total number of responses was 75, the frequency of correct answers was 54 
(72%). A majority of the participants translated the following sentences 
correctly:
(a) Her eves made her beautiful. (90.90%)
(b) The portrait made him old. (77.27%)
(c) We do what makes us happy. (77.27%)
But some sentences of the same model were not translated correctly. Only 
36% of the participants could translate the sentence The two watched while 
he helped Amar to make himself comfortable. I think that its reason must 
be looked for beyond the units under consideration.
6. V 4- N -H V*. This collocation pattern was represented by six 
sentences. For this number the total of responses was 168. The total 
number of correct responses was 64 (38.09%). For Azeri students the total 
number of responses was 42, the frequency of correct responses was 26 
(61.90%). For Turkish students the total number of responses 126, the 
frequency of correct responses was 43 (34.12%). The result of the test 
indicated that the students were not properly familiar with this model, 
ranging from 65.62% to 3.33% accuracy:
(a) He couldn't make the fire burn. (65.62%)
(fc>) His story made our hair stand. (60%)
(c) It makes me think you right. (50%)
(d) I want to make you understand it. (35.29%)
(e) There was not much money, but he made it do. (12.90%)
(f) He tried to make both ends meet. (3.33%)
7. V -f V*-en. Twenty-nine students were asked to translate the 
sentence Can you make yourself understood, and only four answers were 
correct (13.79%). The frequency of correct answers for the subgroups were 
approximately the same (14.25% and 13.79%) for Azeri and Turkish students 
correspondingly.
8. Link 4- V~en. The total number of responses for this 
collocational pattern represented by six sentences was 187. Frequency of 
correct answers was 129 (68.98%). For Azeri students the total number of 
responses was 42, frequency of correct responses was 29 (69.04%). For
Turkish students the total number of responses was 146, frequency of 
correct answers was 100 (68.49%). Sentences with this pattern were trans­
lated correctly by majority of the participants. Their level of comprehen­
sion appeared to be very high. Sentences like This dress is made of silk 
and This carpet is made by hand were translated correctly by all the 
subjects, but one. But the sentence Effective use was made of his money 
was translated correctly only by four students (13.79%).
9. V t prep, t N. This pattern is one of the most frequent in my 
data. It was represented by nine sentences. The total number of responses 
was 211, the frequency of correct responses was 68 (32.22%). Frequency of 
correct responses by Azeri and Turkish students was 34.92% and 31.08% 
respectively. The analysis showed that students found the collocations 
with prepositions very difficult to comprehend. They were given nine 
sentences with this pattern. Only 23.33% of the subjects could translate 
the sentence They are made for each-other. Another interesting point with 
this pattern appeared to be: The more the words were used in their core
meanings, the better they were comprehended or vice-versa. In the sentence 
They made up with the quarrel at last, the general meaning of the whole 
sentence cannot be derived from the meaning of the constituents and as a 
result, none of the students could translate it. On the other hand, it is 
quite natural that the students had a vague idea about the colloquial usage 
of such collocations. He was made away by a gang was translated correctly 
by one student only (4.16%).
10. V -f- N t prep, t N or(V t N t prep, t h ) . This pattern was 
represented by the following three sentences:
(a) The French have sent Berbers to make war on us. (81.81%)
(b) He made his wav along the dirty street. (59.09%)
(c) They want to make slaves out of all Moslems. (36.36%)
The total number of responses for them was 66 and the frequency of correct 
responses was 39 (59.09%). Out of 21 responses given by Azeri students 14 
were correct —  (66.66%). For Turkish students out of 45 responses 25 
(55.55%) were correct. The percentage of correct responses per sentences 
ranged from 36.36% to 81.81%.
11. V t prep, -f V*-inq. This collocational pattern represented by
30
two sentences proved to be more difficult to comprehend. The total number 
of responses for them was 48^  the frequency of correct responses was 19 
(39.58%). The frequency of correct responses for Azeri and Turkish 
students was 23.07% and 45.71% respectively. For example, the sentence 
like He made practice of working in his garden every morning had been 
comprehended by only six participants (25%).
12. V t N t S. Only half of the students could translate the 
sentence with the given type of collocation. For the Azeri students, the 
frequency of correct responses was 66.66%, and for Turkish —  44.44%. For 
the complete list of sentences that are arranged according to the frequency 
of errors on the principle of from the least to the most (see Appendix F).
DO
All the materials for the elicited translations with ^  collocations 
have undergone the same procedure as with make collocations, that is all 
the sentences were grouped into patterns on the principle of their syntac-. 
tic structure. The total number of sentences was thirty-four. The 
quantity of sentences for each group was dictated by the frequency of their 
actual usage. Then the elicited translations were analyzed according to 
the frequency of correct responses produced by Azeri and Turkish students 
for each pattern (see Table 3). As the second task the participants were 
asked to answer the checklists. In this way the researcher attempted to 
determine the participants’ idea of acceptability of collocations with do.
V + N. This is one of the most frequently used patterns with do- 
collocations. It was represented by ten sentences. The total number of 
responses was 198, the frequency of correct responses —  61.11%. More than 
fifty-eight (58.33%) percent of total responses (60) by Azeri students was 
correct. The total responses given by Turkish students was 138, frequency 
of correct responses was 86 (62.31%). The frequency of correct responses 
for different sentences of this pattern varied. For example, all the 
subjects translated the sentence He did a film about Hojaly tragedy.
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Table 3
Comparative Analysis of Error Frequency of Azeri and Turkish Students' 
Responses to Elicited Tranglation with ”do”
Azeri Responses Turkish Responses
Patterns Total Correct % Total Correct %
I 60 35 58.33 138 86 62.31
II 20 8 40.60 57 19 33.33
III 6 4 66.66 17 15 88.23
IV 36 4 11.11 54 8 14.81
V 60 32 53.33 111 62 55.85
VI 7 2 28.57 8 2 25.00
Only one student could not translate the sentence Burbaqe was the
first actor to do Hamlet. But for colloquial usage of do-collocations
(e.a. to do somebody in), the students found it difficult to understand
units where the general meaning could not be derived from the meanings of 
its constituents (He was the third person who had been done in within the 
last two months) —  13.33%.
2. V t N t D. This collocational pattern was represented by three 
sentences. The frequency of total responses was 57. Less than half of the 
responses was correct (47.36%). The frequency of correct responses by 
Turkish students was higher than those by Azeri ones (51.35% and 40 % 
respectively). The results indicated that the level of comprehension not 
only depends on the level of complexity of the collocation, but also on 
the acceptability/nonacceptability of the collocation by the FL/SL learn­
ers. For example, the students could easily translate the sentence He did 
it carefully (94.11%), but they found it difficult to translate the 
sentence He did the host nicely (11.76%). The reason here is non-accept­
ability of such a collocation in Turkic languages about which I will speak 
later.
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3. V + N -I- , The frequency of correct responses for this pattern
was 82.60%. For Azeri and Turkish students this percentage was 66.66% and 
88.23% respectively. The participants were provided with two sentences 
with this collocation pattern:
(a) Will you do me a favor and pass this letter to Jane?
(b) His answer does credit to his teacher.
While the first sentence was correctly understood by 82% of the partici­
pants, the second was understood only by 6% of them. This evidence 
suggests that the participants* vocabulary store (lexicon) plays a great 
role in their acquisition of collocations. In this particular case, the 
students failed to understand the lexical meaning of the word credit and 
this prevented them from understanding the general meaning of the colloca­
tion as a whole.
4, Link + V-en. This pattern with ^-collocation proved to be least 
comprehended by the subjects. It was represented by six sentences. The 
frequency of total responses was ninety, and the frequency of correct 
responses was twelve (13.33%). For two subgroups (Azeri and Turkish) the 
frequency of correct responses did not differ considerably, 11.11% for 
Azeri, and 14.81 % for Turkish students. Many of the sentences represent­
ing this model were translated by a few subjects only. Correct answers 
ranged between 5.88% and 13.33%:
1. He did three years for robbery. (5.88%)
2. These shoes are done for. (6.66%)
3. The horse broke a leg and had to be done away with. (13.33%)
4. I don*t want any dealings with him^ I have been done down once.
(13.33%)
5. The horse was done after the race. (13.33%)
5. V -t- N t prep, t N (or V -f N t prep. + A) . As this pattern was 
proved to be used more frequently, it was represented by relatively larger 
number of sentences (9). The frequency of correct responses for 171 total 
number of sentences was 94 (54.97%). The difference in frequency of 
correct responses between Azeri and Turkish students was not considerable: 
53.33% and 55.85% respectively. Of this model the participants appeared to 
comprehend those where the sentences could serve as contexts. Only by
using some clues (e.g. prison-robbery; the old car-ninety kilometers an 
hour)r the students seemed to guess the meanings. But in the sentences 
where the context was neutral (e.g. I haye just enough to do me till the 
end of the week), they failed to giye a correct answer (17.64 %).
6· V t S. This pattern with do-collocation was poorly comprehended 
by the students taking part in the research. Only 26.66% of the responses 
given for the elicited translations was correct. For Azeri students this 
percentage was higher (28.57%) than that for Turkish students (25%). For 
example, the sentence Will it do if we let you have our answer by Friday 
was understood by only 26.66 per cent of the participants.
After analyzing the collocations on the principle of structural 
taxonomy, the errors were subjected to hierarchical taxonomy and grouped. 
The frequency of errors was taken as a main criterion. The data suggested 
that in some cases reasons conditioning the subjects to make errors in 
comprehending collocations with make and ^  were common for both, they did 
not overlap. Relying on this assumption, the researcher found it important 
to classify them separately.
MAKE
The data analysis showed that the most frequent errors are made with 
the collocations whose general meaning is hard to be derived from the 
constituents that make them. In other words, the most restricted the 
collocation, the least the comprehension level appears to be. For example, 
the participants were given the collocation with to make up with some­
thing . The sentence to be translated was: They made up with the quarrel
at last. None of the 15 students could translate it. The collocation to 
make both ends meet in the sentence They tried to make both ends meet was 
produced by only 3.33% of the participants.
The second group of errors was made with collocations which are 
usually used with prepositions. For example, the collocation to make away 
with somethinPi^ somebody (We shall make away with our enemies) 
was comprehended by only 4.16% of the participants. The main 
factor that misled the subjects was the preposition away. This preposition 
is usually understood as something or somebody that is far from something 
or somebody. That was why some participants translated this sentence
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as Düşmanlarımızdan uzaq durmaliyiq (Azeri) (We must keep far from our 
enemies). Some participants associated the preposition with the meaning to 
run away with something. The sentence He made away with his money within a 
week was translated as Bütün parasıyla birlikte hafta içinde kaçtı (Turk­
ish) (He ran away with all his money within a week)
The third group of errors was committed due to the ambiguity of the 
collocations. In other words the sentence-context could not serve as a 
clue to guess the meaning. For example, the participants were asked to 
translate the sentence But they will any person who makes a sacrifice. As 
the context was neutral this sentence could be interpreted differently.
Only 13.63% of the participants could translate the sentence correctly.
Most of them translated it as Ama onlar kurban etmek için birini 
öldürecekler (Turkish) (But they will kill anyone who was chosen as a 
victim).
The fourth group of errors was due to the fact that the Turkic 
students found it difficult to comprehend left-branched collocations. I 
mean, at this stage of proficiency they know those phrases where the 
collocated word stands on the right side of the related verbs. For 
example, only 13.63% of the answers were correct when they translated 1 
have a confession to make.
The fifth group of errors was due to the fact that at this stage of 
proficiency the students find it very difficult to comprehend relatively 
complex constructions where the related collocations are used. For 
example, the sentences Can you make yourself understood in English? and 
Effective use was made of his money were comprehended correctly by 13.79 % 
of the participants.
The sixth group of errors could be explained by the unfamiliarity of 
the collocation. For this reason the first sentence was comprehended only 
by 27.27% of the students, while the second was answered correctly by 23.33 
% of the participants.
Quite a large quantity of errors made by the students stem from 
influence of their mother tongue. In the next section I will attempt to 
analyze the role of transfer.
DO
While analyzing ^-collocations that were comprehended with errors I 
found out much similarity to those with make> But still some differences 
were discovered.
The first group of errors might be accounted for by the participants* 
unfamiliarity with the colloquial usage of make/do collocations. For this 
reason only 6.66% of the participants comprehended the collocation in the 
sentence These shoes are done for. The same could be said about the 
sentence He is the third person that has been done in within the last two 
months.
The second group of errors suggests that the Turkic students found it 
very difficult to understand them when the related collocation was used 
with prepositions. For example, the preposition out seemed to cue a 
misunderstanding of the sentence You must do out the desk drawer (6.66%). 
Some of the participants translated it as Sen stolun siyirmesini qekmelisen 
(Azeri) (You must pull the drawer out). Because of the preposition away 
the sentence The horse broke a leg and had to be done away with was 
interpreted wrongly (13.33 per cent). The most common translation was: At
ayaqini qirdi ve uzaqlasdirilmag zorunda qaldi (Azeri) The horse broke a 
leq and had to be taken away).
The third group of errors was due to the complexity of construction 
and learners proved unready to understand them at the present stage of 
proficiency. The sentence Will it do if we let you have our answer by 
Friday (26.66%) seemed difficult to comprehend.
The fourth group of errors was the result of a high degree of 
fixedness of some collocations. In such cases the given contexts seemed 
unaccessible, though objectively it could give some clues. For example, 
only 13.33% of the participants could guess the meaning of the collocation 
to be done down (I don*t want any dealings with him^ I have been done down 
once).
A great number of errors committed by the participants were due to 
the role of transfer. This problem will be considered later.
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The Participants* Acceptability of "Make/Do” Collocations 
One of the factors of determining what collocations are familiar to 
the participants at this stage and defining the role of transfer was to 
find out their idea of acceptability of make/do collocations. With this 
purpose, the researcher provided the participants with checklists. Here I 
will report the results.
1. Noise: Ninety-six per cent of the participants believed that it
collocated with make  ^ four per cent accepted its collocability with do.
2. Room: 92%--make, 08%-- do.
3. Decision: 8 9 %--- make, 11%---do.
4. Money: 88%-make, 12%--do.
5. Friends : 86%---make, 14%--do.
6. Mistake: 83%---make, 17%--do.
7. Errors : 83%-make, 17%-- do.
8. Suggestion: 81%--- make, 19%--do.
9. Time: 79%--make, 21%--do.
10. Sure: 76%-make, 24%--dp.
11. Complaint: 73%----make, 27%--do.
12. War: 70%--make, 30%--do.
13. Contact: 67%--- make, 33%-- do.
14. Classes: 58%--- make, 42%-- do.
15. Medicine: 54% make, 46% do.
16. Oil portrait: 54%-- make, 46%-- do.
17. Research: 54% make, 46% do.
18. Good: 52%-make, 48%--do.
19. Fortune: 48%--- make, 52%-- do.
20. Phonecall: 48%--- make, 52%--dp.
21. Crossword: 42%--- make, 58%--do.
22. Travel: 38%---make, 62%--do.
23. Efforts: 35%--- make, 65%-- do.
24. Favor: 33% make, 67% do.
25. Jobs : 32%-make, 68%--do.
26. Harm: 26%-make, 74%--do.
27. Well: 25%-make, 75%--do.
28, Gardening: 22%--make, 78%-- do,
29, Housework: 08%--make, 92%---do,
30, Shopping: 08%-- make, 92%-- do.
The evidence suggests that it is impossible to speak of absolute 
acceptance here, though some items' acceptance rate was sufficiently high. 
Ninety-six per cent of the participants in the research study accepted that 
noise would collocate with make or, ninety-two per cent of the participants 
believed in collocability of housework and shopping with do. Acceptability 
rate of such items as decision, money, friends, mistake, errors, suggestion 
with make appeared to be rather high (It ranges from 81% to 89% accuracy). 
Approximately the same could be reported about the acceptability of such 
collocations as to do a favor, to do jobs, to do harm, to do well, to do 
gardening. The answers ranging from 67% to 92% accuracy was positive. 
Nearly sixty-seven per cent of the participants believed that efforts would 
collocate with do. Lexical meanings attached to the verbs make and ^  by 
the Turkic learners under the influence of their native language caused 
them a problem. The matter is that according to Turkic learners' under­
standing, English verb make is usually associated with to create something, 
to bring into being and ^  is associated with a fulfillment of a certain 
act ion, Under the influence of their mother tongue, the subjects accept 
that effort would collocate with do (cf. cahd etmek —  in Azeri, çaba 
göstermek —  in Turkish).
In some cases the participants' idea of acceptability of some 
collocations was very vague. For example, fifty-two per cent of the 
participants accepted good would collocate with make, while forty-eight per 
cent denied it. The same could be reported about fortune, phonecall (52%—  
-make, 48%-- do).
Transfer of Collocations with Do and Make
In this section I attempt to determine whether English learners with 
Turkic language background use the knowledge of their first language to 
comprehend collocations with the related verbs (make and do).
Students required to provide translation equivalents of L2 collocations 
were faced with real problem. The interference errors made by the subjects 
were mainly the result of semantic structures of the items. For example.
38
the students were given such a sentence: He did three years for robbery. 
Only 5.88% of the participants could provide a correct native language 
equivalent (accordong to the consensus among the raters). The semantic 
meaning of the verb do misled them. A great majority of the participants 
(82.35 per cent) translated it as Uc vil hirsilik yaptı (Turkish). (He 
spent three years in robbing). Another example is the sentence He did the 
host nicely. This sentence also caused them a problem. The matter is that 
the Turkic language speaker will never collocate yapmak/etmek with ev 
sahibi as the semantic structure of the verbs yapmak/etmek is quite 
different from that of English, instead they would use Çok iyi ahırladı.
In the English language the yerb dp in some cases can be used as to act (as
somebody), but in Turkic languages such a collocation could mean to perform
some action on somebody, which is not acceptable for a Turkic language 
native speaker. That was why 52.94% of the participants avoided transla­
tion .
Due to their previous knowledge of Turkic equivalent of the verb ^  
the participants provided different translations for the sentence He is the 
third person that has been done in within the last two months (13.33). 
Having taken the literal meaning of the verb, they translated it as Keçmiş
iki av içinde ikinci adamdır ki, bu işi etmişidir (Azeri) (He is the third
person to do this work during the last two months).
The collocation to make + reciprocal pronoun + en could be understood 
in Turkic as a construction with reciprocal meaning. The sentence Can you 
make yourself understood in English? could be associated with action done 
on the speaker himself. A great majority (more than seventy per cent) of 
the students translated it as Kendinizi İngilizce anlatabilir misiniz? 
(Turkish) (i.e. Can you force yourself to understand English?)
The semantic meaning of the preposition out of is associated with 
besides, except by Turkic speakers. Due to this reason some participants 
translated the sentence They want to make slaves out of all the Moslems as 
Muslmanlarin disinda herkesi kole yapmak isterlerdi (Turkish) (They wanted 
to make slaves all the people except Moslems).
As the languages under consideration were of different language 
families, I did not encounter any interference errors due to formal
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similarity. All the errors (I did not find important to describe all of 
them, as they were of the same type) reflected assumed semantic similarity.
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS 
Summary
This research study has focused on the following research questions:
(a) What collocations with make and do were familiar to the students 
with Turkic at the beginning proficiency level? This had been determined 
by asserting which collocations with make and dp were comprehended with 
errors^ and the participants’ idea of acceptability of the collocations.
(b) What was the role of transfer in comprehension of the given 
collocations?
On the basis of previously established collocational patterns with 
the verbs make and the researcher analyzed the elicited data and
attempted to determine the scope of collocations that were already known to 
the learners at this stage of proficiency. The evidence suggested that in 
the initial stage students generally tended to acquire some collocational 
patterns with make and dp. Make patterns like V -f N t p (frequency of 
correct responses = 95.45%), V -f N + A (71.81%) and Link + V~en (68.98%) 
seemed easy to comprehend. But the students found it difficult to compre­
hend patterns like V -f V*-en (frequency of correct responses was 13.79%) 
and V -f prep, t N (32.22%). Among dp collocations, V t N t (frequency 
of correct answers was 82.60%) and V -f N (61.11%) proved to be more 
familiar to the students at this level of proficiency. But frequencies of 
correct responses were very inconsiderable for the collocational patterns 
as Link -f V-en (13.33) and V -f S) (26.66%).
The data analysis indicated that the factors preventing the students 
from comprehending were different:
1. The students* unfamiliarity with the colloquial usage of some 
collocational patterns.
2. The high degree of fixedness. Learners at the beginning level of 
proficiency seemed to tend to comprehend those collocations whose constitu­
ents covered the core vocabulary only.
3. The students found it difficult to comprehend collocational 
patterns with prepositions. The data suggested that the main reason here 
lies in the ambiguity of some prepositions.
4. Lexical meanings attached to the verbs make and dp by Turkic
learners under the influence of their native language caused a problem.
Evidence suggests that the participants* vocabulary store (lexicon) 
plays a great role in the acquisition of collocations. Some factors lying 
beyond immediate constituents of the collocations cannot be ignored, as 
they play a considerable role in comprehending and producing them. But 
these factors were beyond a competence of this research study. On the 
basis of data analysis, the collocations that were comprehended with errors 
were grouped. The results indicated that some factors, such as the 
subjects' unfamiliarity with the colloquial usage of collocations, complex­
ity of constructions, the degree of fixedness were the main reasons for 
their errors. The great majority of errors were committed with colloca­
tions that are usually used with prepositions.
Relying on the data reported in this research study, it is possible 
to characterize a certain number of factors that give rise to native 
language transfer. There were certain tendencies that could be interpreted 
as cross-language influence. As it was indicated, L2 learners tended to 
transfer meanings of LI units in a systematic way and most often this 
systematicity was due to coreness of a word and the distance between LI and 
L2 as perceived by the learners.
Implications for Further Research
There remains considerable uncertainity about how much influence 
semantic structures in one language can have on comprehension and 
production in another language. Such an investigation would help to define 
linguistic universals in cross-linguistic research on cognition.
Our attempt to treat a certain group of collocations (make/do) on the 
principle of collocational patterns would be helpful to those who intend to 
investigate collocations with other items.
One of the questions that this study considered was comprehension 
errors. The comparative study of comprehension and production errors is a 
very needed area for linguistics and it would help SLA researchers to have 
a deeper knowledge of this field.
The degree of fixedness of collocational patterns that this research 
study also dealt with would be helpful to the researchers who will attempt 
to find out the interrelation between the degree of fixedness and compre-
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hension/production errors.
Another area of research with implications for the teaching and 
learning of collocations is that of metaphors. An understanding of the 
metaphoric nature of language might have implications for the acquisition 
of different models indicated in the previous chapter. Besides these 
models, metaphors could be used in teaching and learning prepositions and 
phrasal verbs.
Some factors lying beyond immediate constituents of the collocations 
cannot be ignored, as they play a considerable role in comprehending and 
producing them. But these factors were beyond the competence of this 
research study. On the basis of data analysis we grouped (categorized) 
collocations that were comprehended/produced with errors. The results 
indicated that some factors, such as the subjects' unfamiliarity with the 
colloquial usage of collocations, complexity of constructions, the degree 
of fixedness were the main reasons for their errors. The great majority of 
errors were committed with collocations that are usually used with 
prepositions.
Relying on the data reported in this research study, it is possible 
to characterize a certain number of factors that give rise to native 
language transfer. There were certain tendencies that could be interpreted 
as cross-language influence. As it was indicated, L2 learners tended to 
transfer meanings of LI Units in a systematic way and most often this 
systematicity due to the coreness of a word and the distance between LI and 
L2 as perceived by the learners.
This study has theoretical implications for the investigation of 
transfer in the acquisition of FL/SL. The results suggest that colloca­
tions are not always transferrable. Further research is needed with the 
subjects from different languages and cultural backgrounds in order test 
this hypothesis.
Pedagogical Implications
The findings of this study could be applied to the teaching of 
collocations in FL/SL classes. If the students tend to use their previous 
knowledge of collocations in their first language to comprehend and produce 
target language collocations, teachers should take advantage of this. The
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FL/SL teachers could use one of the findings of this research work —  the 
frequency of errors for each pattern in designing the teaching materials.
In bilingual and FL settings, overt comparisons can show students which 
collocations can be transferred and which are likely to cause difficulties. 
The elicited data on the collocations that are most familiar and least 
familiar to the students can provide a basis for deciding which colloca­
tions and in what sequence to teach.
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APPENDIX A 
Informed Consent Form
I agree to participate in a research study about the acquisition of 
English collocations by students having Turkic language background· I am 
aware of the purpose of this study and there is no risk involved in my 
participation. I understand that I may withdraw from the study at any time.
I give my consent to be interviewed and to be given tests as a part of 
this study. I give permission for all my information to be used in a research 
report. It has also been made clear by the researcher that my name will not 
be used in the reports and my identity will not be disclosed in any way.
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Name: (print)
Signature_
Date
Appendix B 
Questionnaire
Circle the number of your choices and/or legibly print on the lines 
provided. In case of any difficulty in responding to the questionnaire items^ 
please do not hesitate to consult the researcher.
I. Age_______
II. Sex
1. Male
2. Female
III. Native language'
1. Azeri
2. Kirgiz
3. Turkish
IV. When did you begin to study English? _______________________
V. Experience in living in English speaking countries. Number of 
years and/or months and/or weeks:
1. Years______________
2. Months_____________
3. Weeks
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VI.
English:
Approximate frequency of interaction with native speakers of
Rarely_
Often
3. Regularly
VII, Name other foreign languages you are proficient in:
1. Beginning level____________
2. Intermediate_______________
3. Advanced
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Sentences with Make Collocations
1. It makes me think that you are right.
2. He could not make the fire burn.
3. His story made our hair stand.
4. There was not much money, but he made it do.
5. He tried to make both ends meet.
6. Can you make yourself understood in English.
7. This dress is made of silk.
8. Grapes are made into raisins.
9. I like coffee made with milk.
10. These houses are made for workers.
11. This carpet is made by hand.
12. Effective use was made of his money.
13. He was made a general.
14. They are made for each-other.
15. The results will be made known next week.
16. The students were made to write his biography.
17. How much will be made on the business?
18. The treaty has been made with other countries.
19. The country made a great deal of money in oil.
20. He made a practice of working in his garden every morning.
21. He made his living by selling flowers.
22. This makes the fifth time you have failed this examination,
23. He was made away with by a gang.
24. We shall make away with our enemies.
25. He made away with his money within a week.
26. They made up with the quarrel at last.
27. It took him a year to make up his mind.
28. His words made no sense.
29. Si Jaffar had made that clear.
30. Amar had made new friends.
31. It had made no difference for him.
32. Nobody had made such a statement before.
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33. He thought that the Sultan would not be able to make a decision.
34. Amar was sitting quietly on the roof making tunes on his flute.
35. I want to make you understand it.
36. He made two trips to London that year.
37. All the jars there were made of clay.
38. Can you make a jar?
39. He did not make efforts to find customers.
40. The other two watched while he helped Amar to make himself 
comfortable.
41. Surely that was what that Allah had meant by making Amar Amar.
42. The French have sent Berbers to make war on us.
43. You can't make Satan your friend.
44. He made his way along the dirty street.
45. I have a confession to make.
46. Just sit down and make yourself at home.
47. But they will kill anyone who makes the sacrifice.
48. They want to make slaves out of all the Moslems.
49. He was trying to make out what that child was doing.
50. He had finished making tea.
51. He says that the boys make bombs.
52. Every little thing makes a difference.
53. We do what makes us happy.
54. She made a great effort and got to her feet.
55. Jack sat beside him trying to make conversation.
56. That way they made propaganda.
57. This toy makes easily.
58. He always makes money handsomely.
59. They made two films last year.
60. In this way he made his own life.
61. He was trying plans to go away.
62. They want to make piece between the states.
63. Hard work made him.
64. Don’t make noise, the child is sleeping.
65. He made forty kilometres a day.
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66. He made good grades.
67. He made good salary.
68. He made many friends.
69. The firm made a loss.
70. One hundred pence make a pound.
71. He made a list of his students.
72. It is ten o ’clock, it is time we made a move.
73. He made a long speech.
74. He made many funny jokes and made us laugh.
75. She made an excellent wife.
76. He made a poor musician.
77. Cold tea makes an excellent drink.
78. That makes a good answer.
79. How much money do you make a year?
80. They made it a rule to get up early.
81. They made him a chairman.
82. He intended to make his son a doctor.
83. He made Jane his wife.
84. He made her a present of a vase.
85. Her eyes made her beautiful.
86. This portrait made him old.
87. Her answer made him angry.
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Sentences with Do Collocations
1. It is a small house, but it will do us.
2. He didn't have time to do his teeth.
3. He liked to do sums.
4. That will not do any good.
5. He did his best to save the patient.
6. The car was doing ninety kilometres an hour.
7. He did his best book in 1963.
8. He did a film about Hojaly tragedy.
9. Burbage was the first actor to do Hamlet.
10. Will you please do me a favour and pass this letter to Jane.
11. He did Medicine at the University.
12. He did London for a week.
13. He did three years for robbery.
14. He did it very carefully.
15. He did the host nicely.
16. The old car does fifty kilometres a day.
17. He did the trip in a day.
18. His answer does a credit to his teacher.
19. He did the book into the movie.
20. His son does Chemistry at Oxford.
21. He did England for a month.
22. He is doing five years in prison.
23. I have just enough to do me till the end of the week.
24. The boss did me out of the job.
25. Will it do if we let you have our answer by Friday?
26. Now the death penalty has been done away with.
27. The horse broke a leg and had to be done away with.
28. I don't want any dealings with him, I have been done down once.
29. These shoes are done for.
30. These were professional killers who did him in.
31. The horse was done after the race.
32. He is the third person that has been done in within the last two
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months.
33. You must do out the desk drawer.
34. I usually do my room.
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APPENDIX E
A Legend of Symbols Used in the Collocational Patterns 
A “ Adjective 
D - Determiner 
Link -■ Link verb 
N - Noun or personal pronoun 
Prep - Preposition 
S - Sentence 
V - Verb (Make or Do)
V* - Any verb except Make or D^
Acceptability Testing Checklist
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N Items Make Do N Items Make Do
1. Classes 16. Medicine
2. Complaint 17. Mistake
3. Contact 18. Money
4. Crossword 19. Noise
5. Decision 20. Oil portrait
6. Effort 21. Phonecall
7. Error 22. Research
8. Favour 23. Room
9. Fortune 24. Shopping
10. Friends 25. Suggestion
11. Gardening 26. Sure
12. Good 27. Time
13. Harm 28. Travel
14. Housework 29. War
15. Job 30. Well
